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REPLY BRIEF 

Commissioner of Patents 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Sir: 

In response to the Examiner's Answer mailed March 3, 2008 in connection with the above- 
identified application appellant submits the present Reply Brief. 

In the Examiner' s Answer the Examiner insists on comparing appellant' s method to the cold 

fusion process of Fleischmann and Pons. In this regard the Examiner states that: 

Appellant's invention is thus, at most, no more than a variation of the cold fusion 
concept or system set forth by F and P. (Examiner' s Answer, page 4, last line through 
page 5, line 2.) 
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Further the Examiner cites In re Dash as holding: 

...no rule that forbids the Examiner from relying on related technology, anecdotal 
information, or sources that are not peer reviewed to establish inoperability. 

As explained in appellant's response filed June 4, 2007, Fleichmann and Pons involves 
the use a batch process. If the heat production is excessive (from nuclear fusion), the heavy 
water in the cell will evaporate. Therefore, from common sense, the heat production from the 
process is very small. So even if there is heat production, it is insignificant and inconsequential, 
and not attributed to nuclear reactions. 

A diagram of the experimental apparatus used by Fleichmann and Pons is presented as 
follows: 
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A detailed explanation of this experimental apparatus can be found at 
http://jnaudin.free.fr/coldfus/index.htm. 

As can be seen, the cold fusion process of Fleichmann and Pons involves an electro- 
chemical process. Fleichmann and Pons flailed to explain the mechanism of how the reactions 
happened. Moreover, their results could not be substantiated by the third parties attempting to 
test results. The heat released is small according to the experimental results. 

The manner of producing continuously excess heat according to the present invention is 

not based on inoperative concept of cold fusion as set forth by Fleischmann and Pons. 
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Rather, the manner of producing continuously excess heat according to the present 
invention is based upon Lin's Theory of Flux which is explained in appellant's specification. 
Lin's Theory of Flux serves as the basis for patents in China and the United Kingdom based upon 
applications that correspond to the present application. 

Further, the appellant, Mr. Lin, presented numerous papers and presentations on Lin's 
Theory of Flux worldwide, including at the International Conference on Power Engineering 
2007, October 23-27, Hangzhou, China. The Conference was organized by international power 
industries from the United States, Japan, and China. To date there has been no challenge adverse 
to Lin's Theory of Flux. 

As presented in appellant's specification and as claimed, appellant's method is practiced 
in a simple reactor and does not involve the complicated apparatus and procedure of Fleichmann 
and Pons. 

Thus, appellant respectfully disagrees with the Examiner's comparison of Fleichmann 
and Pons with appellant's invention and the conclusion that the lack or credibility of Fleichmann 
and Pons applies to appellant's invention. 

To the contrary, appellant's inventive method is quite simple and described in sufficient 
detail so that those skilled in the art can practice appellant's invention. Furthermore, although 
not required, appellant has thoroughly explained the theory behind his invention and has also 
provided a detailed explanation as to how his theory (Lin's Theory of Flux) applies to the 
experimental results of his invention. 

In the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner questioned appellant's conclusion that nuclear 
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reactions occur in appellant's claimed method. The Examiner specifically notes that in order to 
create a hydrogen plasma, a temperature "at least an order of magnitude higher than appellant's 
case and even much higher" is required. 

Fusion reactions involve D-T (deuterium-tritium) or D-D (deuterium-deuterium) reaction. 
Deuterium is plentiful in ocean water (one deuterium atom in every 3500 molecular of water). 
Current fusion power that is in development relies upon heating hydrogen isotopes to more than 
100 million degrees Celsius, until they fuse into heavier nuclei. The process is very complicated 
and costly; and it involve the huge "Tokamak" facility (the doughnut-shaped vacuum chamber in 
which the plasma is confined by magnetic field). It can not operate continuously, and does not 
have any practical application. 

Appellant's process is based on "Lin's Theory of Flux" and the "Principles of Conversion 
from Equilibrium Reaction to Non-equilibrium Reaction" (both disclosed and discussed in 
appellant's specification) for its development. Appellant's process does not require the 
application or the type/degree of high temperature environment required by the conventional 
fusion process. Since appellant's process is operated at a relatively low temperature environment 
as compared with the currently available fusion processes, appellant refers to his process as a 
cold fusion process; however, it is not the type of cold fusion process promoted by Fleichmann 
and Pons 

Appellant's process has been systematically proven to be a fusion process as follows: 
Assuming that the fusion reaction most likely occurring in appellant's reactor involves 
isotopes of hydrogen, namely deuterium and tritium, the tabulated results in the working 
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examples indicate that moisture (H 2 0) in the air forced through the reactor has been completely 
split or separated into hydrogen and oxygen. Further the hydrogen atoms have been completely 
changed into protons by forcing the electrons from their orbits. Next the mutual bombardment of 
electrons and protons produce neutrons, deuterons and other species. 

It can further be concluded from the working examples that the moisture (H2O) in the air 
has been separated into hydrogen and oxygen because there is no reduction of SO x in the gas 
flow. It can also be concluded from the working examples that the hydrogen atoms have been 
completely changed into protons because if any elemental hydrogen were present it would rapidly 
recombine with oxygen to form water which again would cause a reduction of SO x . Since SO x 
concentration in the gas flow in the reactor remains constant, hydrogen atoms have been 
completely changed into protons. 

The large energy production in the gas flow that occurs during the mutual bombardment 
of electrons and protons (to produce neutrons, deuterons and other species) causes the rapid 
temperature increase of the gas flow in the reactor. 

On page 9 of the Examiner's Answer the Examiner states: 

There is neither an adequate description nor enabling disclosure as to how and in 
what manner Appellant could categorically conclude that such temperature increase 
was due to nuclear reactions. 

35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph states: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the 
manner and process of making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact 
terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is 
most nearly connected, to make and use the same, and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 
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There is nothing in this section of the Code that requires appellant to provide a 
description or enabling disclosure that supports his conclusions as to the scientific principles that 
cause the results of his invention. It is enough that appellant provides a written description that 
enables those skilled in the art to make and practice his invention. Appellant has met these 
requirements of the Code. 

On page 10 of the Examiner's Answer the Examiner infers that appellant failed to 
consider pressure as a parameter in his conclusions. In response it is noted that the disclosed and 
claimed reactor is a flow-through system so that there is no provision for containing pressure. 

On page 12 of the Examiner's Answer the Examiner states: 

Appellant appears to be basing the operativeness of his invention on various 
approximations, estimates, assumptions, etc.... 

While appellant attempted to set forth what he believes to be the scientific principles that 
cause the results of his invention, such detailed explanations are not actually required or required to 
be understood by an applicant. 

On page 1 8 of the Examiner's Answer the Examiner seems to be arguing that if water 
molecules were to evaporate they would disappear. This is not understood. Further it is 
submitted that water molecules would not adhere to the hot walls of the reactor. 

On page 20 of the Examiner's Answer the Examiner argued that electrons are atomic 
particles and not nuclear particles. Appellant explained how electrons are freed from hydrogen 
atoms so as to be present. 
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CONCLUSION 



For the reasons advanced above and set forth in appellant's brief on appeal, appellant 
respectfully contends that the rejections of claims 1,11 and 23 through 25 under 35 U.S.C. first 
and second paragraph are improper inasmuch as appellant's disclosure satisfies these sections of 
the statute. 

Further for the reasons advanced above and those set forth in appellant's brief on appeal, 
appellant respectfully contends that the rejections of claims 1,11 and 23- 25 under 35 U.S.C 
§ 102(b) as being anticipated by Lin is improper as the examiner has not met his burden of 
establishing that Lin anticipates the present invention as claimed. 

Reversal of each of the rejections on appeal is respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Michael S. Gzybowski 
Reg. No. 32,816 



BUTZEL LONG 
350 South Main Street 
Suite 300 

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48104 
(734)995-3110 
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